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DETAILED ACTION 



Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on January 
27, 2005 has been entered. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The indicated allowability of claims 10 and 26 is withdrawn in view of the newly 
discovered reference(s) to Jin et al. U.S. Patent 5,709,577. Rejections based on the 
newly cited reference(s) follow. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 -4, 6 and 11-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Itoh et al. U.S. Patent 5,793,154 in view of Kumar et al. U.S. Patent 
5,548,185 and Jin et al. U.S. Patent 5,709,577. 

Regarding claim 1, Itoh teaches a field emitter display device (col. 1 lines 7-13), 
comprising: at least one emitter (emitter Fig. 2 ref. 18) having a coating (TiN cover 
layer ref. 20) that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the coating acts 
in the presence of outgassing to inhibit degradation of the at least one emitter, but fails 
to teach wherein the at least one emitter comprising silicon. Kumar et al. in the 
analogous art teaches wherein the at least one emitter comprising silicon (col. 2 line 
60). Additionally, Kumar teaches incorporation of such a silicon emitter to improve 
emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a grid i.e. field emission (col. 2 
lines 50-62). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use silicon tip in the emitter of Itoh, since such 
a modification would improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a 
grid i.e. field emission as taught by Kumar et al. 
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Regarding claim 1 , Itoh and Kumar et al. teach all the limitations of claim 1 , but 
fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one emitter. Jin et 
al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least 
one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. teach 
incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating layer to 
emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Itoh and Kumar et al., since such a 
modification would improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as 
taught by Jin et al. 

The examiner would like to point out that Jin et al. also teaches silicon (col. 5 
line 12). 

Regarding claim 2, Itoh et al. discloses the field emitter display device of claim 1 , 
wherein the coating decomposes at least one matter in the outgassing to a non-reactive 
state to inhibit degradation of the at least one emitter. The examiner notes that 
Titanium Nitride does the decomposing. This claim's decomposing of outgassing is 
intended use. The examiner notes that organic matter is inherently found in vacuum 
packaging of electronic devices from internal components. 

Regarding claim 3, Itoh et al. discloses the field emitter display device of claim 2, 
wherein the outgassing includes organic matters. This claims outgassing of organic 
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matters is intended use. The examiner notes that organic matter is inherently found in 
vacuum packaging of electronic devices from internal components. 

Regarding claim 4, Itoh et al. discloses the field emitter display device of claim 3, 
wherein the coating is titanium-nitride (TiN cover layer ref. 20). 

Regarding claim 6, Itoh et al. discloses the field emitter display device of claim 3, 
wherein the coating is a metal nitride (TiN cover layer ref. 20). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Itoh teaches a field emitter display device (col. 1 lines 7- 
13), comprising: at least one emitter (emitter Fig. 2 ref. 18) having a coating (TiN 
cover layer ref. 20) that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the coating 
decomposes at least one matter in the presence of outgassing to inhibit degradation of 
the at least one emitter, wherein the outgassing includes organic matters, but fails to 
teach wherein the at least one emitter comprising silicon. Kumar et al. in the analogous 
art teaches wherein the at least one emitter comprising silicon (col. 2 line 60). 
Additionally, Kumar teaches incorporation of such a silicon emitter to improve emission 
of electrons and emission of electrons with a grid i.e. field emission (col. 2 lines 50-62). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use silicon tip in the emitter of Itoh, since such 
a modification would improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a 
grid i.e. field emission as taught by Kumar et al. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Itoh and Kumar et al. teach all the limitations of claim 1 1 , but 
fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one emitter. Jin et 
al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least 
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one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. teach 
incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating layer to 
emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Itoh et al. and Kumar, since such a 
modification would improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as 
taught by Jin et al. 

Regarding claim 12, Itoh teaches a field emitter display device, comprising: at 
least one emitter (emitter Fig. 2 ref. 18) having a coating (TiN cover layer ref. 20) that 
releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the coating is stable in the presence 
of outgassing to inhibit degradation of the at least one emitter, but fails to teach wherein 
the at least one emitter comprising silicon. Kumar et al. in the analogous art teaches 
wherein the at least one emitter comprising silicon (col. 2 line 60). Additionally, Kumar 
teaches incorporation of such a silicon emitter to improve emission of electrons and 
emission of electrons with a grid i.e. field emission (col. 2 lines 50-62). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use silicon tip in the emitter of Itoh, since such 
a modification would improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a 
grid i.e. field emission as taught by Kumar et al. 

Regarding claim 12, Itoh and Kumar et al. teach all the limitations of claim 12, but 
fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one emitter. Jin et 
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al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least 
one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. teach 
incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating layer to 
emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Itoh et al., since such a modification would 
improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as taught by Jin et al. 

Regarding claim 13, Itoh teaches a field emitter display device (col. 1 lines 7- 
13), comprising: at least one emitter (emitter Fig. 2 ref. 18) having a coating (TiN 
cover layer ref. 20) that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the coating 
neutralizes at least one matter in the presence of outgassing to inhibit degradation of 
the at least one emitter, but fails to teach wherein the at least one emitter comprising 
silicon. Kumar et al. in the analogous art teaches wherein the at least one emitter 
comprising silicon (col. 2 line 60). Additionally, Kumar teaches incorporation of such a 
silicon emitter to improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a grid i.e. 
field emission (col. 2 lines 50-62). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use silicon tip in the emitter of Itoh, since such 
a modification would improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a 
grid i.e. field emission as taught by Kumar et al. 
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Regarding claim 13, Itoh and Kumar et al. teach all the limitations of claim 13, but 
fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one emitter. Jin et 
al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least 
one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. teach 
incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating layer to 
emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Itoh et al., since such a modification would 
improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as taught by Jin et al. 

Regarding claim 14, Itoh teaches discloses a field emitter display device (col. 1 
lines 7-13), comprising: at least one emitter (emitter Fig. 2 ref. 18) having a coating 
(TiN cover layer ref. 20) that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the 
coating brings about heterogeneous catalysis in the presence of outgassing to inhibit 
degradation of the at least one emitter, but fails to teach wherein the at least one emitter 
comprising silicon. Kumar et al. in the analogous art teaches wherein the at least one 
emitter comprising silicon (col. 2 line 60). Additionally, Kumar teaches incorporation of 
such a silicon emitter to improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a 
grid i.e. field emission (col. 2 lines 50-62). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use silicon tip in the emitter of Itoh, since such 
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a modification would improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a 
grid i.e. field emission as taught by Kumar et al. 

Regarding claim 14, Itoh and Kumar et al. teach ail the limitations of claim 14, but 
fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one emitter. Jin et 
al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least 
one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. teach 
incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating layer to 
emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Itoh et al., since such a modification would 
improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as taught by Jin et al. 

Regarding claim 15, Itoh teaches a field emitter display device (col. 1 lines 7- 
13), comprising: at least one emitter (emitter Fig. 2 ref. 18) having a coating (TiN 
cover layer ref. 20) that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the coating 
acts in the presence of the outgassing to inhibit degradation of the at least one emitter; 
and a light-emitting target that radiates when the released electrons strike the light- 
emitting target, but fails to teach wherein the at least one emitter comprising silicon. 
Kumar et al. in the analogous art teaches wherein the at least one emitter comprising 
silicon (col. 2 line 60). Additionally, Kumar teaches incorporation of such a silicon 
emitter to improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a grid i.e. field 
emission (col. 2 lines 50-62). 
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Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use silicon tip in the emitter of Itoh, since such 
a modification would improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a 
grid i.e. field emission as taught by Kumar et al. 

Regarding claim 15, Itoh and Kumar et al. teach all the limitations of claim 15, but 
fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one emitter. Jin et 
al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least 
one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. teach 
incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating layer to 
emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Itoh et al., since such a modification would 
improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as taught by Jin et al. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Itoh et al. 
U.S. Patent 5,793,154 in view of Kumar et al. U.S. Patent 5,548,185, Jin et al. U.S. 
Patent 5,709,577 and Takemura U.S. Patent 5,666,020. 

Regarding claim 5, Itoh et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 5, but fails to 
teach wherein the coating is a silicide compound. Takemura in the analogous art 
teaches wherein the coating is a silicide compound (col. 5 lines 22-25; titanium 
silicide or platinum silicide). Additionally, Takemura teaches incorporation of such a 
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compound to improve the reduction in the value of the work function and the 
improvement of the discharge property of the electron gun (col. 5 lines 28-30). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a silicide compound in the coating of Itoh 
et al., since such a modification would improve the reduction in the value of the work 
function and the improvement of the discharge property of the electron gun as taught by 
Takemura. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Itoh et al. 
U.S. Patent 5,793,154 in view of Kumar et al. U.S. Patent 5,548,185, Pack et al. U.S. 
Patent 5,921,838 and Jin et al. U.S. Patent 5,709,577. 

Regarding claim 7, Itoh teaches a field emitter display device (col. 1 lines 7-13), 
comprising at least one emitter (emitter Fig. 2 ref. 18) having a coating (TiN cover layer 
ref. 20) that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the coating 
decomposes at least one matter in the presence of outgassing to inhibit degradation of 
the at least one emitter, the outgassing including organic matters, but fails to teach 
wherein the at least one emitter comprising silicon. Kumar et al. in the analogous art 
teaches wherein the at least one emitter comprising silicon (col. 2 line 60). Additionally, 
Kumar teaches incorporation of such a silicon emitter to improve emission of electrons 
and emission of electrons with a grid i.e. field emission (col. 2 lines 50-62). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use silicon tip in the emitter of Itoh, since such 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 9,21 4 Page 1 2 

Art Unit: 2879 

a modification would improve emission of electrons and emission of electrons with a 
grid i.e. field emission as taught by Kumar et al. 

Regarding claim 7, Itoh and Kumar teaches all the limitations of claim 7, but fail 
to teach a platinum coating. Pack et al. in the analogous art teaches a platinum coating 
on a field emitter (col. 3 lines 1 1-14). Additionally, Pack et al. teach incorporation of 
such a platinum coating to improve enhancement of emission (col. 3 lines 10-15). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a platinum coating in the emitter of Itoh, 
since such a modification would improve enhancement of emission as taught by Pack et 
al. 

Regarding claim 7, Itoh and Kumar and Pack et al. teach all the limitations of 
claim 7, but fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one 
emitter. Jin et al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface 
of the at least one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. 
teach incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating 
layer to emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Itoh, Kumar and Pack et al., since such a 
modification would improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as 
taught by Jin et al. 
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Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takemura 
U.S. Patent 5,666,020 in view of Itoh et al. U.S. Patent 5,793,154 and Jin et al. U.S. 
Patent 5,709,577. 

Regarding claim 8, Takemura teaches at least one emitter (emitter ref. 20) 
having a platinum silicide coating that releases electrons at a predetermined energy 
level (col. 5 lines 21-25), the platinum silicide coating decomposes at least one matter 
in the presence of outgassing to inhibit degradation of the at least one emitter, the 
outgassing including organic matters, but fails to teach a Field Emitter display. Itoh et 
al. in the analogous art teaches a field emitter display (col. 1 lines 7-12;Fig. 1). 
Additionally, Itoh et al. teaches incorporation of such a field element emission display to 
improve the usefulness of field emission elements (col. 1 lines 9-11). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a field emitter display in the field emission 
element of Takemura, since such a modification would improve the usefulness of field 
emitter elements as taught by Itoh et al. 

The examiner notes that platinum silicide does this decomposing. This claim's 
decomposing of outgassing is intended use. The examiner notes that organic matter is 
inherently found in vacuum packaging of electronic devices from internal components. 

When you have the structure, you have the function. The particular outgasses 
used with the emitter/coating is intended use language. 

Regarding claim 8, Takemura and Itoh et al. teach all the limitations of claim 8, 
but fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one emitter. 
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Jin et al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at 
least one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. teach 
incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating layer to 
emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Takemura and Itoh et al., since such a 
modification would improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as 
taught by Jin et al. 

Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Itoh et al. U.S. Patent 5,793,154 in view of Kumar et al. U.S. Patent 5,548,185, Jin 
et al. U.S. Patent 5,709,577 and Tjaden et al. U.S. Patent 5,770, 919. 

Regarding claim 16, Itoh et al. teaches all the limitations of the claim, but fails to 
teach wherein the light-emitting target is coated with luminescent matter. Tjaden in the 
analogous art teaches wherein the light-emitting target is coated with luminescent 
matter (col. 2 lines 43-46). Additionally, Tjaden et al. teaches incorporation of such a 
luminescent matter to improve light-emission and pixel creation (col. 2 lines 43-50). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a luminescent matter coating in the field 
emission display of Itoh et al., since such a modification would improve light-emission 
and pixel creation as taught by Tjaden et al. 
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The examiner notes that in the art of field emission displays there is no difference 
between luminescent matter and phosphorescent matter. Other common synonyms 
used for phosphorescent or luminescent matter are fluorescent material, 
cathodoluminescent material, fluorophor, luminophor, photoluminescent material, etc. 
They all mean the same thing. 

Regarding claim 17, Itoh et al. teaches all the limitations of the claim, but fails to 
teach wherein the light-emitting target is coated with phosphorescent matter. Tjaden in 
the analogous art teaches wherein the light-emitting target is coated with 
phosphorescent matter (col. 2 lines 43-46). Additionally, Tjaden et al. teaches 
incorporation of such a phosphorescent matter to improve light-emission and pixel 
creation (col. 2 lines 43-50). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a phosphorescent matter coating in the 
field emission display of Itoh et al., since such a modification would improve light- 
emission and pixel creation as taught by Tjaden et al. 

Claims 1 8-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hush U.S. Patent 5,663,742 in view of Takemura U.S. Patent 5,666,020 and Jin et al. 
U.S. Patent 5,709,577. 

Regarding claim 18, Hush teaches a video display (claim 9; col. 1 lines 14-19), 
comprising: a display screen (field emission display ref. 100) for showing a video 
image (claim 9); and an array (field emissive array ref. 102) of field emission devices 
from the video image, wherein the array of field emission devices forming the video 
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image (claim 9), a light-emitting target that radiates when the released electrons strike 
the light-emitting target (col. 3 lines 34-40), but fails to teach at least one emitter having 
a coating that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the coating is stable 
in the presence of outgassing. Takemura in the analogous art teaches at least one 
emitter having a coating that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the 
coating is stable in the presence of outgassing (col. 5 lines 22-26). Additionally, 
Takemura teaches incorporation of such a coating to improve the reduction in the value 
of the work function and the improvement of the discharge property of the electron gun 
(col. 5 lines 28-30). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a platinum silicide coating in the field 
emitter of Hush since such a modification would improve the reduction in the value of 
the work function and the improvement of the discharge property of the electron gun as 
taught by Takemura. 

When you have the structure, you have the function. Also the particular 
outgasses used with the emitter/coating is intended use language. 

Regarding claim 18, Hush and Takemura et al. teach all the limitations of claim 
18, but fail to teach having a coating embedded in the surface of the at least one 
emitter. Jin et al. in the analogous art teach having a coating embedded in the surface 
of the at least one emitter (col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. 
teach incorporation of such an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating 
layer to emitter tips (col. 5 lines 1, 4-6). 
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Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating embedded in the surface of the 
at least one emitter in the emitter coating of Hush and Takemura since such a 
modification would improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as 
taught by Jin et al. 

Regarding claim 19, Takemura discloses wherein the coating acts to decompose 
at least a portion of the outgassing (col. 5 lines 22-26). This claim is rejected for the 
same reasons found in claim 18. 

Regarding claim 20, Takemura discloses wherein the coating acts to neutralizes 
at least one matter in the outgassing (col. 5 lines 22-26). This claim is rejected for the 
same reasons found in claim 18. 

Regarding claim 21 , Takemura discloses wherein the coating acts to bring about 
heterogeneous catalysis in the presence of outgassing (col. 5 lines 22-26). This claim 
is rejected for the same reasons found in claim 18. 

Regarding claim 22, Hush teaches the video display of claim 18, wherein the 
video display is a camcorder viewfinder (col. 1 lines 14-15). 

Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hush U.S. Patent 5,663,742 in view of Takemura U.S. Patent 5,666,020, Jin et al. 
U.S. Patent 5,709,577 and Haase et al. U.S. Patent 5,684,358. 

Regarding claim 23, Hush, Takemura and Jin et al. teach all the limitations of 
claim 23, but fails to teach wherein the video display is a flat-panel television display. 
Haase et al. in the analogous art teaches wherein the video display is a flat-panel 
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television display (col. 1 lines 9-10 and 19). Additionally, Haase et al. teaches 
incorporation of such a flat-panel television display to improve the vacuum fluorescent 
display by increasing the number of uses for the display (col. 1 lines 9-23 and 24-38; 
col. 2 lines 13-22). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use flat-panel television display in the video 
display of Hush, Takemura and Jin et al., since such a modification would improve the 
vacuum fluorescent display by increasing the number of uses for the display as taught 
by Haase. 

Regarding claim 24, Hush and Takemura teach all the limitations of claim 23, but 
fails to teach wherein the video display is a display on a personal appliance. Haase et 
al. in the analogous art teaches wherein the video display is a display on a personal 
appliance (mobile telephone col. 1 lines 16-19). Additionally, Haase et al. teaches 
incorporation of such a display on a personal appliance to improve the vacuum 
fluorescent display by increasing the number of uses for the display (col. 1 lines 9-23 
and 24-38; col. 2 lines 13-22). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a display on a personal appliance in the 
video display of Hush and Takemura, since such a modification would improve the 
vacuum fluorescent display by increasing the number of uses for the display as taught 
by Haase. 
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Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Itoh et 
al. U.S. Patent 5,793,154 in view of Jin et al. U.S. Patent 5,709,577. 

Regarding claim 26, Itoh et al. teach a field emitter display device (col. 1 lines 7- 
13), comprising: at least one emitter (emitter Fig. 2 ref. 18) having a coating (TiN 
cover layer ref. 20) that releases electrons at a predetermined energy level, the coating 
acts in the presence of outgassing to inhibit degradation of the at least one emitter, but 
fail to teach wherein the coating that is embedded in the surface of the emitter. Jin et al. 
in the analogous art teach having a coating is embedded in the surface of the emitter 
(col. 4 line 67; col. 5 line 6 and 1). Additionally, Jin et al. teach incorporation of such 
an embedding to improve securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips (col. 5 
lines 1, 4-6). 

Consequently it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have a coating is embedded in the surface of 
the emitter in the emitter coating of Itoh et al., since such a modification would improve 
securing of the emitting coating layer to emitter tips as taught by Jin et al. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Jin et al. U.S. Patent 5,977,697 disclose Field Emission Devices 
Employing Diamond Particle Emitters. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Glenn Zimmerman whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-2466. The examiner can normally be reached on M-W 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimesh D. Patel can be reached on (571 ) 272-2457. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9197 (toll-free). / 
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